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I. 



CUMULATIVE SUMMARY OF DEMONSTRATION FINDINGS 



This chapter combines the conclusions of this report with the data presented 
in two previous reports to form a composite picture of our findings about the 
Demonstration Centers in the Illinois Plan for Gifted Children. ’^Jhile the two 
earlier reports documented the actual demonstration process used in these cen- 
ters and the visitors’ immediate impression of the centers, this report defines 
the impact the demonstration center visits have had once the visitors return 
to their own schools. 

To begin with, most administrators hear about demonstration centers from 
brochures issued by individual centers, from other administrators, and from 
the state listing of demonstration centers. On the other hand, teachers first 
hear about the centers from administrators and other teachers. The main 
reasons given by administrators for visiting demonstration centers are (1) that 
they are interested in teacher scheduling, team teaching, and teacher planning, 

(2) that they are interested in new instructional materials, and (3) to see 
what teachers are doing in other schools. Teachers report that they come (1) to 
see what other teachers are doing, (2) because they are interested in new 
materials, and (3) because visiting is suggested by an administrator. Hence, 
curiosity is a major reason for visitation. In addition, a sizable number of 
visitors (40%) say they came because they would like to make changes in their 

classes. This group is important because it seems that they are the people 

who eventually do change. 

Although for over 84% of the visitors there will only be one visit to the 
center, they are subjected to a fairly standardized processing which does not 
deal with the particular and personal aspects of the visitors' situations. 

Visitors are likely to be told quite a bit about the overall program and the 
classes they are to view but not very much about any evaluation of the program 
or how to implement it in their district. While 80% of the visitors say they 

have little difficulty understanding what the center is demonstrating, visitors 

sometimes see programs that are not being intentionally demonstrated. Generally, 
however, what the visitor sees matches what the centers claim to be demonstrating. 

The visitors observe the demonstration classes under excellent conditions. 
They see demonstration teachers and students who are very enthusiastic and they 
react quite positively to this enthusiasm. Visitors almost always have an 
opportunity to talk to teachers and, in some centers, to students. 

The visitors usually perceive the demonstrated programs as being (1) diff- 
erent from those in their home districts, (2) appropriate for gifted children, 
and (3) theoretically relevant to their needs. They also see the demonstrated 
activities as having high motivational value and academically valuable subject 
matter. (A sample of demonstration classes was evaluated and found to be sup- 
erior to reimbursement school classes in classroom climate but not in higher 
cognitive processes.) However, the visitors generally perceive the activities 
as being neither economically feasible nor easy to implement; they also see the 
demonstration center school districts as being located in higher socio- 
economic districts than theii' own. 

Overall, while at the centers, the visitors report an extremely positive 
attitude; the centers do not send visitors away unhappy. About 33% of all the 
visitors report that their attitudes have changed during the demonstration day 
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(50% for administrators), the overwhelming change (79%) being from neutral 
to positive. Attitude change in a negative direction can only be found in a 
few instances. Most visitors come with a positive attitude and leave with an 
even more positive one. By the end of the day, even though the majority of 
visitors have doubts about the demonstrated activities fitting into their local 
situation, most say they are going to attempt to change their classroom behavior 
(74%) or their curriculum (58%). They do not see themselves as being committed 
to the activities as actually demonstrated as much as being committed ideally 
to the educational philosophy underlying the demonstrations. In short, at the 
end of the demonstration day, the visitors are convinced; they like what they 
see and they would like to adapt the activities to their own situation but they 
have some important reservations. (In all the variables mentioned so far and 
to be mentioned, the 20 centers investigated vary tremendously.) 

How do visitors behave when they get back home and sober up? After periods 
ranging from two months to one year since their visit, 80% of the visitors are 
still favorably impressed and say they did see some activities they would like 
to implement at home. The activities mentioned that they would most like to 
implement are independent study, individualized instruction, and team teaching. 
This is in contrast with the activities mentioned as being roost often observed 
at the centers — small group work, productive/critical thinking, and special 
curricula. Again, after being back home, 58% say they have definitely decided 
to accept and use at least one of the demonstrated activities. The main reasons 
given for accepting these activities is that they are able to adopt parts with- 
out necessarily adopting the entire activity (43%) and they are able to use it 
on a limited basis (27%). 

Of those people who had decided to use at least one activity the majority 
(52%) were interested or highly interested in the activity before visiting the 
center but had not yet decided to use it. Only 7% had already decided to use 
the activity before the visit. Apparently the visit to the demonstration center 
served as the final persuader in convincing them to change, but was certainly 
not the only influence. 

On the other hand, about 50% of the visitors reported that they saw 
activities they would like to have tried but rejected because, (1) their school 
did not have the proper facilities (2) too much cost involved, (3) schedule 
changes would be too complex, (4) a shortage of staff. In short, the visiting 
school personnel found the practical pr'^blems too great for them to manage 
even a trial implementation. 

How widespread then is actual behavioral change resulting from a visit? 

The 46% indicating they had already initiated such change were asked to give a 
specific example of how they had changed. Only 29% of the respondents wrote 
examples that were specific enough to indicate that some change had occurred. 

This resulting figure of 29% we consider to be the best indicator of the immediate 
effectiveness of the demonstration. When this efficiency ratio for each 
demonstration center is multiplied times their total visitors in 1968—69, it 
appears the demonstration centers have affected over 1000 school personnel. 

Hence, there can be no question that the demonstration centers do have an 
immediate impact. The centers that seem to b^i most effective are those that 
supplement their demonstrations with follow-up V'^rkshops and visits to the 
visitors in their home district. But as a whole, less than 15% of the visitors 
receive any follow-up. 
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There are two major problems with the demonstration centers. The most 
serious one is that while many visitors are affected, the extent and endurance 
of the change is limited. It is apparent from the above discussion that only 
parts of the demonstrated activities are adopted on a trial basis. Very seldom 
is a large part of a total program' adopted. Also iu evaluations done of 34 
randomly selected reimbursement districts in the state, very littJ.e trace was 
found of the ’’new curricula" programs demonstrated by the centers from 1963-66. 
Most of these districts have gifted programs of their own making — eclectic 
programs as it were. When 42 teachers in these districts were asked what had 
been the major influence on their programs, 12% mentioned demonstration center 
personnel. All the demonstration personnel mentioned had visited the local 
district. No teacher mentioned a visit to a demonstration center. This figure 
represents the cumulative impact of all the demonstration centers from 1963 
to 1968. The second problem is the high cost per visitor; $144. 

From the above considerations it would appear that demonstration visits 
give most visitors a very favorable attitude toward demonstrated programs. 

They also convince a sizable number to try out the observed programs. With 
this latter group the demonstrations seem to serve as the final persuader on 
activities the group was already interested in. At this transfer point, however, 
the feeling that their local circumstances are not the same as those of the 
centers becomes very important. Only bits and pieces of the demonstrated 
activities are tried and these are tried only on a tentative basis. 

Over the years there is an attrition of demonstration influence even 
though some of the ideas derived from the centers may linger and be incorporated 
in the visitors’ behavior. However, there is a discernible residue of influence 
in only a small number of visitors, perhaps 10%. 

In summary then, the demonstration centers as a group adequately inform 
their visitors about the demonstrated programs, convince visitors of the merit 
of the program, and c^ ise a minority of visitors, who are already interested 
and willing to change, to try out something demonstrated. However t.iis trial 
is often of a very limited nature, partly because the visitors see their 
local situation as different from that of the demonstration school. The demon- 
stration visit is seen as one small influence among many more powerful ones 
that exist in the visitor's situation. As such it fades with time but still 
has a desirable influence on a small number of visitors. 
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II. INTRODUCTION TO EVALUATION REPORT 




The study of the demonstration centers in the Illinois Plan 
for Gifted Children has previously examined how the demonstration 
process is handled by each of the twenty-one centers in the evaluation 
and how school personnel react to these demonstrations while they 
are at the center. This evaluation report discusses the impact of 
demonstration in causing change amo7ig observers after the visit. 

After the background of the visitors to the Illinois L.enters 
is presented, the bulk of this report centers on looking at how the 
visitors evaluated the demonstration programs in light of their own 
school’s situation and whether or not they decided to actually imple- 
ment an innovation and why. Concurirently , the degree of influence the 
demonstration centers exert on their visitors is analyzed. 



MA.P OF ILLINOIS SHOWING DISTRIBUTION OF DEMONSTRATION CENTERS 



The demonstration centers 
that are used as exc.mples of the 
evaluation of the demonstration 
process are listed below. Next to 
each name is the two letter code given 
to each centei and used on many of the 
tables presented in the report. 



We did not receive 
an adequate sample of 
response from the former 
visitors of the Charleston 
Demonstration Center to in- 
clude its data among the 
information available on 
other centers. 



1968-69 

DEMONSTRATION CENTERS 
Code List 



1. 


BE 


Belding ^ 


2. 


BO 


Bowen \ ci 


3. 


BM 


Bryn Mawi‘ ( 


4. 


CA 


Carver ^ 


5. 


CM 


Champaign 


6. 


CL 


Charleston 


7. 


DR 


Decatur 


8. 


DK 


DeKalb 


9. 


ED 


Edwardsville 


10. 


EG 


Elk Grove 


11. 


EV 


Evanston 


12. 


EP 


Evergreen Park 


13. 


FR 


Freeport 


14. 


LO 


Lockport 


15. 


MA 


Marion 


16. 


OL 


Oak Lawn 


17. 


OP 


Oak Park 


18. 


PK 


Park Forest 


19. 


OV 

on 


Signal Hill 


20. 


SK 


Skokie 


21. 


UR 


LIrbana 




Chicago 






III. 



VJHO GOES TO DEMONSTRATION CENTERS? 



Different Audiences 



The guidelines for demonstration centers state that they are intended 
"... to provide for Illinois educators and other citizens" convincing demon- 
strations. Table 1 illustrates the range of participation by various citizens 
during the 1968-69 school year. 



TABLE 1 TYPES OF DEMONSTRATION CENTER- VISITORS 





School 

Personnel 


College 
Students & 
. Professors 


Misc. 

Visitors 


State 

Staff 


Total Number 


January, 1969 


66% 


18% 


13% 


2% 


N = 537 


February, 1969 


60% 


28% 


11% 


1% 


N = 863 


School Year, 1968-69 


60% 


25% 


14% 


1% 


N = 5998 




Z069 (Tahrs) 












644 (Adm.) 


1471 


863 


77 





Table 1 illustrates that school personnel are the majority category of 
demonstration visitors and that there are other visiting groups of significant 
size. Our study looks at the impact of demonstration only on teachers and 
administrators from public and parochial elementary, junior high, and senior 
high schools. 

Previous xi7ork on the evaluation of university students has not produced 
satisfactory results because there is no way presently to effectively measure 
impact on students as they return to their college classes. The miscellaneous 
category can be mainly grouped as parents, school board members, or people who 
are basically non-school; however, it does also include some school personnel 
who visit centers to receive certain types of training only. These people are 
not included under the school personnel category since this report specifically 
deals with analysis of visitors who went through the "typical" demonstration 
process. 

For our study we sent the Post Visit Questionnaires (PVQ) to 1569 teachers 
and 271 administrators: 907 or 57.4% of the teachers and 186 or 68.2% of the 

administrators responded by returning their completed questionnaires. All 
together then, 1093 out of 1840 (60%) school personnel returned a valid ques- 
tionnaire. The data on the rollowing pages illustrates the responses of these 
visitors and is generalized to all visitors of demonstration centers in the 
Illinois Plan. 



Systematic collection of university personnel data at the Oak Park 
Demonstration Center. 
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Post Visit Questionnaires were sent to individuals in chosen groups at 
various times in order to draw 2, 4, 8, and 12 month samples. Our sample of 
public school personnel included: 



er|c 



A) All visitors to the centers during April 19&8. 

B) A random sample of visitors during the fall of 1968. 

C) All visitors durlne Januarv 1969. 

B) All visitors during February 1969. 

The breakdown on the response percentage was predictable in its sequence: 



A) 


2 


months 


after 


visit 


70% 


returned 


B) 


4 months 


after 


visit 


59% 


returned 


C) 


8 


months 


after 


visit 


59% 


returned 


D) 


12 


months 


after 


visit 


54% 


returned 



The above response was elicited with- just one mailing and one follow-up 
post card two weeks later. The decreasing percentage seems understandable with 
two exceptions: (1) the difference in mailing between the 4 and 8 month 

sample was the summer 1969, but the return percentage is the same; (2) the 
percentage of return one year after a single visit is over 50%. This type 
of return indicates that follow-up evaluation of centers over a length of time 
is apparently feasible. 



Demographic Description of Public School Personnel 



1) Teachers — The majority of the teachers describe themselves as 
elementary teachers in self-contained classrooms; the minority are high school 
teachers. The teachers who identify a specific subject area mention English and 
Language Arts mainly, Math and Social Studies secondarily. The Evanston and 
Skokie Centers are the two main exceptions since they specialize in the areas 
of the fine arts. 

The median number of years of teaching experience per teacher for all 
centers is 9.6 years while the range varies from Oak Park’s low of 5.7 years 
to Freeport's high of 13.5 years of teaching experience. One way to interpret 
this is that half of the teachers to the demonstration centers have less than 
9.6 years of experience and half more; also, the same type of interpretation 
can apply to the individual '-'enters. 
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Not surprisingly, 77% of the visiting teachers are women. The educational 
level of all the teachers is shown in Table 2. 



TABLE 2 EDUCATIONAL LEVEL OF VISITING TEACHERS 



.0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100% 

Less than Bachelor 
Bachelor's Degrees 
16 hrs. over Bachelor 
Master's Degree 
Master's + 15 
Doctoral 



Almost 59% of the teachers reached the above level of education within the 
last five years and 77% did in the last 10 years. 

2) Administrators — The median number of years administrators had as 
educators was 21 years — 13 years as a teacher and 8 as an administrator. 

As Table 3 illustrates, the vast majority of the administrators are principals. 



TABLE 



Superintendent 
Asst. Superintendent 
Principal 

Assistant Principal 
Curriculum Director 
Subject Coordinator 
Reimbursement Directors'' 
Counselors 



3 POSITION OF VISITING ADMINISTRATORS 



0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100% 



//// 


8.4% 


UJ 


5.6% 


n mill linn ! mu nn 


48.0% 


/// 


6.7% 


UJ , ^ ^ 


5.0% 


// ^ ^ ^ 


3.4% 


//// 


7.3% 


111 


6.1% 



// _ 


3.7% 


/////////////////// 


38.0% 


II HU mu II 


26.0% 


UIJIIIII 


18.0% 


/////// 


14.0% 


/ 


.3% 



It should be noted that, as reported in A Preliminary 
Assessment of the Illinois Gifted Program , October 1968, 
only 11% of the Reimbursement Directors are in charge of 
gifted programs in their schools on a full time basifi. 



Again, not surprisingly, 71% of the administrators who visit are male. 
The educational level of all the administrators is shown in Table 4. 



TABLE 4 EDUCATIONAL LEVEL OF VISITING ADMINISTRATORS 





0 10 20 30 40 50 60 


70 80 90 100% 


Bachelor’s Degree 


/ 


1.7% 


16 hrs. over Bachelor’s 


/// 


6.1% 


Master’s Degree 


/////////////// 


29.0% 


Master’s + 15 


////////////////////////////// 


60.0% 


Doctoral 


/ 


2.3% 



Almost 57% of the administrators reached this level of education in the 
last five years and 79% have advanced this far in the last ten years — a very 
close figUie to the corresponding teacher percentages. 



Reimbursement Personnel at Demonstration Centers 



Almost 100% of the school personnel who visit demonstration centers come 
from school districts which receive reimbursement money which can be used to 
send teachers and administrators on visits which will hopefully aid in local 
program development. Only 19% of the teachers and 46% of the administrators 
stated they were actually involved with a gifted program in their district 
during the 1967-68 school year, and only 24% of the teachers and 54% of the 
administrators said this was the case for the 1968-69 school year. This would 
seem to indicate that a major portion of the centers’ visitors are not di- 
rectly involved with gifted programs, i.e., actually teaching gifted classes. 

The visitors who are not directly involved with a gifted program are 
either school personnel who are in the planning stages of a gifted program or 
personnel who visit because they are curious but do not have a specific 
program in mind. The comments from visitors seem to indicate that this is 
an accurate assessment; however, it is not possible with present information 
to determine the exact number that fall into these two diverse categories c 

However, the portion of the centers’ visitors who are directly involved 
with teaching special programs for the gifted are the ones who tend to be 
interested in making some innovation. They are also generally the ones who 
v;ill make some change and are most likely to attempt many types of activities 
in their own school. (See Tables 20 and 21.) 
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IV. 



WHY DO SCHOOL PERSONNEL VISIT DEMONSTRATION CENTERS? 



The visitors to d 'laonstration centers are to a certain extent self- 
selected. itony of them (40% teachers and 32% administrators) come to a center 
with the idea that they want to make a change in their class (es) or school(s). 
Table 5 details why teachers and administrators visit centers. 



TABLE 5 MOTIVATING FORCES FOR DEMONSTRATION CENTER VISITS 





MOTIVATION 


0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 


80 90 100% 


1) 


To see what other teachers 


iiiiiiimniiiuiiiiiiiiiiiiii 


61% 




were doing 


0000000000000000000000000000 


56% 


2) 


Interested in new instruc- 


iiiiiiiiiuiiiiiiiuiTiiiii 


53% 




tional materials 


00000000000000000000000000000 


57% 


3) 


Interested in teacher schedul- 


llllllllllllllllllll 


39% 




ing, team teaching, planning 


000000000000000000000000000000 


59% 


4) 


Suggested by my administrator 


////////////.///////7//// 


48% 




suggested by an administrator 


0000000000000000 


31% 


5) 


Interested in use of facili- 


/////////////////// 


38% 




ties and/or equipment 


0000000000000000000 


38% 


6) 


Would like to make changes 


llllllllllllllllllll 


40% 




in my class or classes 


0000000000000000 


32% 


7) 


Interested in in-service 


///////// 


18% 




training for teachers 


000000000000000000000 


41% 


8) 


Interested in student 


//////// 


16% 




identification 


00000000000 


22% 


9) 


Interested in in-service 




— 




training for administrators 


000000000 


18% 


10) 


Suggested by teachers 


///////// 


17% 






00000 


9% 


11) 


Intend to eventually seek 




— 




funds for a gifted program 


000000 


11% 


12) 


Have funds to spend and 




— 




looking for guidance in the 


00 


4% 



allocation of these funds 



/ = Teacher Results 
0 = Administrator Results 

Curiosity — to see what other teachers are doing — is a primary 
motivating factor. (Centers are at least providing educational experience 
and interchanges that would otherwise be nonexistent.) Both teachers and 
administrators are interested in new instructional materials, facilities, 
and equipment, while administrators are also very interested (59%) in 
finding new workable arrangements in teacher scheduling, team teaching, and 
planning. Administrators are also quite interested in learning about 
in-service training for their teachers (41%); and, although methodologies 
and techniques may be learned at the center, later information shows that 
visitors do not report seeing in-service per se demonstrated as an activity 
at any of the centers. 
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Other results should be noted. First, there is some interest in stu- 
dent identification procedures but eventually only four percent of the 
total visitors request and then receive student identification help. (See 
tables 15 and 16.) Also, as the observation schedule report^ indicated, 
only a few centers seem to take this area seriously. 

Secondly, administrators (11%) generally do not seem to be seeking new 
programs to write proposals for obtaining funds; it seems that very few 
administrators of this type observe demonstrations. Also, administrators 
(4%) do not regard demonstration directors as financial counselors. 

Finally, it should again be noted that 32% of the administrators and 
40% of the teachers intend making changes in their classes before they visit 
the centers. However, later information will show that 29% of the total 
visitors (Public school personnel) actually give a specific example of an 
implemented activity after they have visited the centers. 

The table below illustrates the motivation of individuals as they 
visit demonstration centers; only the more important items are listed 
below. 



TABLE 6 MOTIVATING FORCES FOR VISITS — FOR EACH CENTER 





[BE 


IBO 


IBM 


ICA 


CMj 


DRIDK 


lED 


,EG, 


EV 


lEPJ 


FR 


LO 


MA 


-OLi 


OPlPF^ 


SH^ 


SK| 


UR 


Interested in new 
instructional materials 


47 


56 


52 


50 


51 


48 


36 


38 


62 


56 


68 


45 


46 


37 


46 


52 


48 


77 




76 % 


Interested in teacher 
scheduling , team 
teaching . planning 


26 


62 1 


24 


34 


30 


70 


64 


38 


44 


67 


49 


© 


48 


:22 


19 


28 


21 


50 


24 


32 % 


Interested in use of 
facilities and/or 
equipment 


30 


34 


24 


47 


31 


37 


36 


16 


46 


44 


27 


53 


43 


22 


31 


41 


27 


46 


0 


52 % 


Would like to make 
changes in my class 
qr classes 


15 


38 


38 


47 


34 


39 


® 


38 


33 


33 


57 


50 


35 


24' 


23 


41 


38 


52 


47 


38 % 


Interested in in-service 
training for teachers 


21 


22 


0 


12 


24 


23 


24 


22 


17 


17 


30 


23 


(311 


28 


19 


12 


27 


27 


13 


21% 


\ 

Interested in student 
identification 


2 


19 


24 


28 


15 


21 


18 

4 


14 

, 


17 


06 


0 
- • 


27 


17 


26 


15 


5 


6 


21 


3 


23% 



The highest percentage is circled; the lowest Is underlined. 



At the DeKalb Center 61% of the visitors desired to make a change in their 
classroom as did 57% of the Evergreen Park visitors. However, as noted on Table 18, 
only 27% of the visitors to DeKalb actually make a change while 51% of the 
visitors to Evergreen Park do accomplish change. Only at the Lockport and Skokie 
centers do more visitors eventually change than indicate "desire for change" was 
a motivating factor for the visit. 



^The Visibility and Clarity of Demonstrations . Gifted Evaluation Project, 
Cooperative Educational Research Laboratory, Inc., May 1969, 
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V. WHAT EDUCATIONAL ACTIVITIES AT THE CENTERS IMPRESS VISITORS? 



This report is an evaluation of the demonstration process as exemplified 
by the twenty demonstration centers in the Illinois Plan during the 1968-69 
school year. The report does not attempt to evaluate the specific centers 
or their programs, but does use specific centers as examples of the variety 
inherent in the demonstration process. 

Over 79% of the. administrators and teachers said they would like to use 
the demonstration activities in their own classes and schools. This measure 
alone would seem to indicate that the demonstration centers generally have 
impressive programs. 

Table 7 illustrates the activities checked off on an item list which was 
part of a visitor questionnaire given to all school visitors during February 
1969. On the Post Visit Questionnaire an individual could write in as many 
different activities as he or she would like to use in their own school. 

Table 8 represents the activities listed on the open-ended item by at least 
ten percent of the visitors to a particular center. 

These tables provide, the most accurate information possible on the type 
of activities observed and liked by visitors during the 1968-69 school year. 
All the items on these tables, with one exception, were gleaned from the 
brochures which centers send to various schools throughout the state. The one 
exception is the item "student involvement" which is a conglomeration of 
various responses (i.e., student freedom, participation). 

In looking at Table 8 it seems that independent study is a popular 
activity since in five out of the twenty centers approximately twenty 
percent of the visitors would like to implement it in some form. On the 
otlier hand, as is shown in Table 7, independent study is seen by at least 
25% of the visitors in thirteen centers. Therefore, when interpreting the 
"strength" of a particular activity, it is wise to compare the reactions of 
the visitors to the accessibility of the activities among the centers. 

The crucial factor is not how many activities a center is able to impress 
its visitors with, but how many of the center's activities are eventually 
implemented in some form or another. Therefore, centers such as Lockport, 
Freeport, Park Forest, and DeKalb — demons trati.on centers which Table 8 shows 
have au least two highly visible and popular activities — would be expected 
to be among the leaders in visitor implementation. (See Table 19.) 




TABLE 7 SUI'IMARY OF WHAT THE VISITORS OBSERVED AT THE CENTERS 



DEMONSTRATION CENTER ACTIVITIES (I 


BEl 


BOj 


BMj 


CAl 


CMLDRL 


DK| 


edl 


egl 


EVl 


EPl 


FRj 


LOl 


MAl 


014 


,0Pl 


PF| 


SH 


SKI 


UR 


I. P. I. 


















x+ 






















X+ 


dramatics 




X 




X 












X 












X 


X 








fine arts 








X 








X 




X 










X 












creative writing 


X 






X 






X 
















X 


X 


X 








music instruction 
















X 




X 


















x+ 




pre-school 










































iunior great books 






X+ 


































X 


special curriculum materials 


X 






x+ 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 




X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 




X 


inquiry method 


X 


X 


X 


X 








X 






X 




X 


X 


X 


X 








X 


independent study 


X 


X 




x+ 




;X+ 


X 




X 


X 


X 


x+ 


X 






X 




X 




X 


large group work 




X 




X 




X 




X 


X 


X 


X 


X+ 


X 


X 


X 




X 


X 




X 


small group work 


X 


x+ 


X 


x+ 


X 


X+ 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X + 


X 


X 




X 


X 


x+ 


X 


X 


individualized instruction 


X 






x+ 




X 


X 




x+ 


X 


X 


X+ 


X 






X 




x+ 




x+ 


seminars 














X 




























inductive teaching 


X 


X 




X 












X 






X 


x+ 


X 




X 


X 




X 


in-service training 










































flexible scheduling 


X 


X 




X 


i 

1 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 




X 








X 




X 




X 


culturally disadvantaged 








X 


































gifted child identification 


X 


X 


X 


X 








X 






X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 




X 


x+ 


X 


learning/resource centers 








x+ 




X 






x+ 


X 




X 


X 






X 




X 




X 


cooperative/team teaching 




X 








X 


X 




X 




X 


x+ 












X 






community resource use 








X 


































identifying creativity 
















X 




X 


X 




















oroductive/cf- c . al thinking 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 




X 


X 




X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 




X 


student involvement 










































teacher aides 


























L 

















KEY: X Activity was observed by at least 25% of the visitors at this center. 

X Activity was observed by at least 50% of the visitors at this center, 

X+ Activity was observed by at least 75% of the visitors at this center. 




For explanation of center’s code names see page 5. 
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table 8 OBSERVED ACTIVITIES THAT 1C% OR MORE OF THE VISIT ORS WOULD LIKE TO IMPLEME^ 



\ 

? 






I 

\ 



> 



i 

\ 



» 




r 






DEMONSTRATION CENTER ACTIVITIES 1 


BEL 


B0| 


BMl 


CAj 


CMl: 


DRl 


DK|: 


EDL 


EGl; 


EVl; 


EPl 




LOl 


MAL 


0L[ 


OPLPFl 


SHL 


SKj 


UR 


I. P. I. 


















l(f 






















33 


dramatics 




















22 














20 








fine arts 










































creative xnriting 


10 


















16 




1 








11 










music instruction 






































70 




pre-school 










































iunior great books 






33 




































special curriculum materials 














12 




















20 


13 






inquiry method 
















17 










21 
















independent study 












36 


33 








19 


38 


24 
















large group work 










































small group work 












12 


12 


















15 










individualized instruction 








13 










10 




11 


19 


28 






13 




15 




17 


seminars 










































inductive teaching 




























15 














in-service training 
















1 


> 






















1 


flexible scheduling 












14 


12 




























culturally disadvantaged 










































gifted child identification 










































learning/resource centers 








45 










20 
























cooperative/ team teaching 












15 


24 








14 


41 


















community resource use 










































identifying creativity 










































productive/critical thinking 










14 






24 






19 




















student involvement 




12 


















11 






10 


12 

1 












teacher aides 




































13 







This means that 10% of the visitors to the Elk Grove Demonstration Center would like to see 
the IPI package curriculum in their schools. 
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An activity, such as inductive teaching is seen by at least 25% of the 
visitors to ten different demonstration centers, yet only at one center 
Marion — is inductive teaching so influential that at least ten percent of the 
visitors would like to attempt it on a trial basis. As Table 9 shows, this 
same situation applies to other demonstration activities. 



TABLE 9 DIFFERENCE BETWEEN VISITOR OBSERVATION AND VISITOR INTEREST 



special curriculum materials 
inquiry method 
independent study 
small group work 
inductive teaching 
flexible scheduling 
gifted child identification 
learning/resource centers 
productive/critical thinking 

Measured by a visitor questionnaire at the center. 

**Measured by a post visit questionnaire later in the year. 



Activity observed Activity desired to 

by 25% or more be implemented by 

visitors* » 10% or more visitors 



17 


3 


12 


2 


13 


5 


20 


3 


11 


1 


12 


2 


14 


0 


9 


2 


18 


3 



(In numbers of demonstration centers) 



There is obviously a sharp difference among the two columns in Table 9. 

The fact that these differences occur is expected, considering other informa- 
tion we have. 

First, the visitors' comments and Table 7 show that visitors are often 
exposed to a wide scope of activities rather than treated to an in-depth 
analysis of a specific activity. 

Secondly, for 84% of the visitors there is one and only one visit to a 
particular demonstration center. 

Thirdly, later information in this report (Table 15) will show that there is 
generally little specific help given to visitors in the area of training, 
identification, lesson plans, curriculum development and particularly "help in 
starting your own program." 

The result of the above three points is shown in Table 9. Although 80% of 
all the visitors say they would like to do something based on what they saw at 
the demonstration center, the variety of activities seen at a one-day glance 
with little follcw-up discourages many from further work. In other v/ords. Table 9 
doesn't Indicate that the visitors to ten centers rejected inductive teaching 
as something they would like to use; visitors just couldn't grasp the essence of 
how to do it during a one day visit with little if any later training. 
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VI. 



VJHAT ARE THE ROADBLOCKS TO IMPLEMENTING ACTIVITIES? 



Before wa a,sked visitors if they attempted to implement some innovation, 
we assumed that there would be an attrition rate between wanting to imple- 
ment an activity and actual implementation. We asked the individuals 
whether or not they would like to use an activity but were unable to. A 
total of 54% of the visitors checked that they would encounter roadblocks in 
their paths to implementation. This means that at least 54% of the school 
personnel believe they are unable to use at least one of the observed activities. 



Each one of the respondents indicated his reason(s) by checking off 
as many of the sixteen items he considered applicable. The items were based 
on Gerland Eichholz’s framework for the identification of forms of rejection. 

Table 10 (next page) illustrates that visitors believe a lack of money 
and facilities, complex schedule changes, and a shortage of staff will keep 
them from using the observed activities. One possible reason is given below: 



"The uniqueness of a demonstration makes it suspect and not 
at all compelling to the observer. The demonstration presents 
something that can be done given a highly unusual set of conditions 
— it is rigged so to speak. It neglects to demonstrate to 
the observer what he can do about the factors in his situation 
which are different from those in the demoi^stration setting. 

The demonstration assumes that rational factors are the only 
factors to be considered, but the observer knows or should know 
that there are economic, political, social, and other factors 
involved in bringing about the same change in his system or 
context. These factors, which are probably the major barriers 
to change, ara not dealt with in the demonstration setting. 
Demonstrations present the "what" aspects of change and few or 
none of the "how" aspects. The observer is presented with a 
f ait accompli and he gets none of the information regarding how 
it was brought off."-' 



^Eichholz, Gerhard C. "Why Do Teachers Reject Change?" Theory into 
Practice, Vol. II, No. 5, December 1963, pp. 264-268. 

%orvat, John J. Content and Strategies of Communication in Current Educa- 
tional Change Efforts , A presentation for the AASA-Educational Press Association 
discussion group on "Communication Strategies of Educational Change," Feb. 14, 1967. 
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TABLE 10 REASONS FOR REJECTION OF A DEMONSTRATION 



Reasons 



% of Responses 



Not enough facilities | 


■ — ■ ■ - - 

iiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii 35% 

JOOOOOOOOOOOOO 27% . 


} 

Too much cost 1 

1 


1 


niiiiiiniin 27% 

OCOOOOOOOOOOO 25% 


1 

Schedule changes too cora^\lex 




//////////// 23% 

00000000 15% 






Shortage of staff 


//////////. 22% 
000000000 . 18^ 






Too much time involved 


//// 2^ 
000 - 5% , 




Unable to adopt program on a 
trial basis 


lO 

0 

(5 ^ 


My teachers would not approve 
Mv admin, would not approve 


/// 

000 6% 


Not approp. for students in ray els. 
Not approp. for students in ray sch. 


//// 8^ 
0 -- --2_% 


Too difficult to evaluate success 
of center’s program of activities 


// 

000 


Have not had enough time to make 
a decision 


// 3% 

00 - 


Too difficult to maintain student 
order 


■/// 5% 

n 1% 


Not appropriate for socio-econ. 
level of our community 


W/ 5% 

|0 - 1% 


Not enough information given 


3% 

0 2% 


Community would not approve change 


// 3% 

0 -2% 


Too similar to what we are now 
doing. 


/ 1% 

^ 2% 


Tried before in our school and 
failed 


0% 

0% 


/ = Teacher Results 
0 = Administrator Results 


itsms in this fnctoir a.r6 pr6S6nt6d S6p3.ra.t0ly sines thes6 itsins as a group 



are more significant than the other groupings of items 
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As the preceding quotation from Horvat states, it matters little in the 
long run if superficial factors such as teacher and student enthusiasm along 
vjith an excellent demonstration are present, if the '‘how” of the demonstration 
is not explained. Information contained in one of our previous reports indi- 
cates that this seems to be the case with the Illinois Demonstration Centers. 



"The centers may be generating a good view and acceptance 
of the overall nature of their programs, but they are not relating 
to the personal process problems (the political, economic, and 
psychological realities) or the visitor’s situation." 



Using the above quotation as a premise, the following table could be 
interpreted as illustrating how visitors compare their own school with the 
demonstration schools. For example, it is apparent that a majority of the 
visitors (53% and 56%) view both the facilities and cost of activities at the 
Urbana center as unrealistic in their own situation; whereas, statistically 
less than half the visitors to the Freeport Center see the facilities as 
fairly unrealistic and only a quarter see it as too expensive for their 
schools. NOTE — Although the Carver Center also has a high percentage of 
visitors in the facilities and cost rejection categories, it is because 
Carver Center demonstrates mainly for educators from the inner-city schools 
(which quite often lack even the more rudimentary necessities) and not 
because Carver has equal facilities with the other demonstration centers. 



TABLE 11 MAIN REASONS FOR REJECTION — FOR EACH CENTER 





BEJ 


BO 


IBM 


ICA 


^CM 


IDR| 


[DK 


lED 


[EG 


lEVj 


[EP 


[FRj 


L0| 


,MA 


^OL 


OP 


PF 


SH 


[SKi 


UR 


Not enough facilities 


21 


41 


10 




21 


38 


33 


24 


38 


28 


38 


48 


35 


24 


19 


34 


17 


35 


39 


53 


Too much cost 


17 


31 


.10 


44 


16 


2Q 


27 


19 


42 


33 


24 


25 


26 


10 


15 


OO 


13 


O *7 

Z. / 


53 


@ 


Schedule changes too 
complex 


19 


@ 


24 


28 


19 


33 


33 


14 


13 


17 


32 


22 


15 


16 


15 


10 


6 


23 


37 


29 


Shortage of staff 


19 


22 


33 


25 


18 


17 


21 


9 


26 


28 


22 


28 


12 


13 


8 


14 


4 




18 


42 


Too much time involved 


6 


19 


10 


0 


5 


7 

1 


12 

i 


10 


3 


0 


8 


3 


5 


4 


4 




2 


6 




0 


17 



The highest percentage is circled; the lowest is underlined - 



^The Illinois Demonstration Centers: The Visitors’ View , Illinois Gifted 

Program Evaluation, Center for Instructional Research and Curriculum Evaluation, 
October, 1969. 






VII. 



WKAT REASONS INFLUENCE VISITORS TO BIPLEMENT ACTIVITIES? 



Almost 58% of the school personnel stated they had decided to accept and 
use an activity. In order to investigate the frame of mind of these visitors, 
we asked them to describe their own level of interest in the activities before 
they observed the demonstration. (See Table 12 below.) 



TABLE 12 INTEREST IN ACTIVITIES BEFORE DEtiONSTRATION 



Teachers 

Administrators 



30% 


1% 


10% 


21% 


31% 


7% 


32% 


0% 


7% 


19% 


34% 

■ 


8% 


No 

Response 


No 

Interest 


Slight 

Interest 


Interested 
Bat I had 


Highly 

Interested 


I Had 
Already 



Not Decided 
To Use 
Activity (s) 



Decided To 
Use These 
Activities 
Before I Visited 
This Center 



The majority of those visitors who had decided to accept seem to come to 
the center in the evaluative '■jage of acceptance; that is, they have a budding 
interest but have not decided whether the activity is applicable to their own 
situation. In other words, they are evaluating the relevance of the demonstra- 
tion activities to their class or school. 

Now that we know there was an inclination to change by many visitors and 
that many were interested and even highly interested in change, the next step 
is to find out the main reasons visitors tend to accept certain activities over 
others. Each respondent was confronted with a list of items and he or she 
checked as many as were relevant. The responses were developed from Roger’s 
framework for the identification of forms of acceptance: Relative Advantage, 

Compatibility, Complexity, Divisibility and Communicability. (See Table 15.) 



^Rogers, Everett M. Diffusion of Innovations , (New York: 
of Glencoe, 1964), pp. 81-86. 
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TABLE 13 REASONS FOR ACCEPTANCE OF A DEMONSTRATION 




0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100% 



4-^ ^ 4 

UU dU.UpL. pdJL UO WXUJllUdL 

necessarily adopting the entire 
activity. 


////////////////////// L'X^/ 

II II II II t II II II II II II ! -T^/o 

00000000000000000000 40% 




Able to use on a limited basis 


////////////// 28% 

0000000000 20% 



Time spent would be well used 


///////////////// 33% 

0000000000000 25% 


My admin, would accept change 
My teachers would accept change 


///////// 17% 

00000000000000 27% 


Enough facilities available 


/////// 13% 

000000 11% 


Obtain cooperation from teachers 
Obtain cooperation from admin. 


mill 11 % 

0000000 13% 


Reasonable cost 


///// 10% 

0000000 13% 


Minimal schedule problems 


///// 10% 

000000 12% 


Appropriate for socio-economic 
level of our community 


///// 10% 

0000 8% 


Community would approve of 
change 


/// 5% 

0000000 13% 


Quite different from what I am 
now using 


//// 7% 

000 5% 


/ = Teacher Results 
0 = Administrator Results 






ierIc 



NOTE: Although facilities, cost, and schedule problems are among the major 

reasons for rejecting a change, they are not among the major reasons 
for accepting a change. 
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The present data shows that one main factor which encourages visitors 
to accept an activity and innovate it into their own school situation is its 
Divisibility. By "Divisibility” is meant that the activities can be used on 
a limited basis or that parts can be used without necessarily adopting the 
entire activity. Many individuals are vjilling to accept something new only 
if it can potentially integrate into their present system; and the potential 
integration of the innovation is higher if initially just one part of the 
methodology or one of the administrative arrangements is used or if it can 
be limited for use in one class or subject area; Table 14 illustrates how 
the visitors view each center in terms of how divisible they believe its 
activities are. 



TABLE 14 MAIN REASONS FOR ACDEPTANCE — FOR EACH CENTER 





IBE 


|B0 


IBM 


ICA 


ICMj 


|DR 


IDK 


ED 


EG 


lEV 


•EP 


[FR 


iLOi 


[MA 


,0L| 


OP 


IPF 


ISH 


[SK 


UR 


Able to adopt parts 
without necessarily 
adopting the entire 
activity 


26 


28 


29 


53 


42 


34 


45 


48 


32 


39 


68 


44 


43 


41 


38 


47 


44 


46 




39 


Able to use on a 
limited basis 


21 


19 


24 


41 


26 


23 


30 


28 


18 


28 




31 


30 


31 


15 


19 


zJ 


23 


34 


27 

' 



The highest percentage is circled; the lowest is underlined. 



Over three-fourths of the visitors to the Skokie Center tend to accept the 
demonstration activities since they can use some phases without implementing 
an entire activity. This can be illustrated by the following quotes from 
visitors to the Skokie Center (which primarily demonstrates musical activities): 

"I now try to encourage more rhythmic improvisation in my 
primary classes." "When we learn a song \<fe discuss melodic patterns 
now." "I have started using charts which allow students to follow 
a selected sequence of material." 

On the other hand, only one-fourth of the visitors to the Belding center 
believe that "activity divisibility" is an influential reason for adopting 
any of the demonstration activities. 

Also, an additional reason why this factor is important is that there is 
a statistically significant relationship between the belief that one can 
adopt parts for use on a limited basis and the eventual implementation of 
change by a visitor. 
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vm. WHAT KIND OF FOLLOW-UP DO VISITORS REQUEST AND WHAT KIND DO THEY RECEIVE? 



Follow-up — its t3Tpe and degree — can enable one to distinguish between 
an organization whose function is awareness of a certain activity and an organi- 
zation whose function is to actually legitimize a program or activity by demon- 
strating and then actively taking part in program development procedures in 
other schools. The data shows that a large percentage of the visitors to the 
Illinois Demonstration Centers receive no help. Visitors who do get help in 
most cases receive passive follow-up. It may be difficult to be effective when 
one just plays "Host for a Day" and then generally limits follow-up actions to 
mailing and group presentations. 



TABLE 15 SERVICES REQUESTED AHD RECEIVED BY VISITORS 



Teachers Administrators . Total 





Request Material 


17%** 


24% 


18% 


PASSIVE 


Receive Material 


217o 


26% 


22% 


FOLLOW-UP 


Request Presentation 


6% 


16% 


8% 




Receive Presentation 


8% 


15% 


9% 




Request Training 


4% 


13% 


6% 




Receive Training 


5% 


12% 


6% 




Request Prog. Development 


5% 


12% 


6% 




Receive Prog, Development 


5% 


11% 


6% 


ACTIVE 


Request Student ID 


3% 


8% 


4% 


FOLLOW-UP 


Receive Student ID 


3% 


8% 


4% 




Request Lesson Plan 


5% 


2% 


4% 




Receive Lesson Plan 


4% 


2% 


4% 




Request Curr. Development 


5% 


4% 


5% 




Receive Curr. Development 


4% 


4% 


4% \ 



Since the teacher’s responses outnumber the admin- 
istrator responses by more than five to one, the 
total % will be closer to the teacher % than to 
the administrator %. 

visitor could respond to all items; therefore, 
the potential for each category is 100%. 

Passive follow-up is defined as sending materials to past visitors and 
making presentations to a group of school personnel. Table 15 shows us that 
almost one. out of five visitors request material and one out of ten request a 
presentation; these requests are more than adequately answered. 

Active follow-up is defined as a person-to-person working relationship 
involving the visitor and a member of the demonstration staff. The percentage 
of those visitors requesting and receiving services is considerably reduced in 
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this area of followup; although, if visitors ask for personal follow-up, they 
are likely to get it. 

The preceding data focuses then on the role of the demonstration director 
and the staff of the center. If their role is to encourage Innovation — to 
be leaders and not followers — then they must take the lead and not restrict 
themselves to a passive role of waiting for visitors to initiate requests for 
particular assistance. 

There are individual centers that attempt a more thorough follow—up than 
others, but Table 16 (next page) seems to illustrate that the centers may not 
be set up for a comprehensive and active role in the area of follow-up since 
there is little variation among them. In other words, certain individuals at 
the Evergreen Park, Freeport, Lockport, Skokie, and Oak Lawn Centers seem to 
do more personal follow—up than other demonstration personnel, but their 
potential seems to be limited because of the structure of the demonstration 
process. Otherwise, the variation would be greater and the overall percentages 
higher. 

The Illinois Demoxtstration Centers have attempted to use follow-up to 
overcome the tw^n problems of (1) demonstrating in what is often observed as 
an atypical situation, and (2) knowing how to work with an individual visitor’s 
problems. However, the follow-up has not been frequent enough nor the 
follow-up activities penetrating enough (speeches and materials) to effect 
large scale changes throughout the state. For example, in 17 out of the 20 
centers, 10% or more of the visitors receive materials while in only five of 
the centers do 10% or more receive help in developing their own programs-. In 
twelve centers at least 10% or more of the visitors receive a presentation 
while in only two of the centers do 10% or more receive help in student 
iden tif ication . 



NOTE: While looking at Tables 15 and 16, a reader may desire to turn 

back to Tables 5 and 6 on pages 10 and 11 . The visitors are quite interested 
training and student identir ication when they come to the demonstration 
centers, but are not quite as interested after their visit. 
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SERVICES REQUESTED A ND RECEIVED — FOR EACH CENTER (CONT. 
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IX. 



HOW MANY VISITOES ACTUALLY IMPLEMENT AN ACTIVITY A RESULT 



OF THE DEMONSTRATION VISIT? 



We have already noted the large percentage of visitors who would like to 
use activities in their schools (79%) and the large percentage who have 
decided to accept and use the activities (58%). The next question in this 
sequence asks if these school personnel have already started in 



V* n 

0.11^ uiicoc; 



changes. The response to this is that 46% have initiated some change. How- 
ever, the attrition continues when the visitors are asked to write a specific 
example of a change which is taking place or which has occurred as a result 
of the demonstration center visit. Slightly less than 30% can give a specific 
example. (See Tables 17 and 18.) 



TABLE 17 DECLINE FROM INTENTION TO ACTION AMONG VISITORS 



. Teacher VAdministrator i Total 



Would like to. use activities \ 


78% \ 


82% 


/ 79% / 


Have decided to accept and use activities \ 


59% \ 


53% 1 


58% j 


Have started incorporating changes 


\. 46% \ 


46% / 


46% / 


Can give an acceptable written example of change 


\ 30% 1 


k 25% / 


29% / 



Since the teachers’ responses outnumber the administrators’ responses by 
more than five to one, the total % will be closer to the teacher % than to the 
administrator %. 



There is very little variation between teachers and administrators, but 
there is a strong attrition rate from the "would like to use” category to the 
4 written example of implementation. 

Over half (51%) of the school personnel did not answer the question 
requesting a specific example of an implemented activity. About 20% of the 
respondents stated an unacceptable response such as: their general feeling 

toward the center; a descriptive narrative summarizing the day’s activities; 
an agenda of their future actions; or a present action which does not seem to 
be significant or specific enough. Examples of these unacceptable responses 
are listed below: 



"We had a real learning experience here today." 



(general feeling) 



er|c 



- 26 - 



"’Kindness is’ was written on the board. Children were told to 
write a short sentence, paragraph. What do these words mean to you 
in their words. Spelling was overlooked in the first writing, but 
later children looked words up in a dictionary." (daily summary) 

"We are planning to inaugurate an independent study program in 
a year or two." (future agenda) 

"Giving students greater freedom in their learning activities." (not 
specific) 

"Now that we have overhead projectors, we use them when opportunity 
presents itself." (not specific or significant) 



A panel of three judges independently judged the written comments according 
to a strict protocol which demanded a specific example of personal implemen" 
tation. The following examples show the range of acceptable responses and, 
consequently, some of the effects of demonstration centers. 



"I observed children helping each other learn new things. I now 
use my students this way. When I have a few who "Catch-on" to new 
work (esp. math and Eng..) I have them explain it to their friends 
and as soon as that one "catches-on" he may show someone else. I’ve 
never had so little trouble teaching regrouping in subtraction or two 
digit by 2 digit multiplication. They may take a friend to the board 
whenever the rest of their work is complete. (My chalk ledges are 
very dusty.) My children also proofread each others stories and reports. 
I have had to remind them less about errors because they are "helped" 
by classmates and seem to remember (and take pride in remembering) . " 

"I have tried to adapt the independent study program — I do 
not give tests — in the usual sense at all. They write on what 
they have read and they choose what to read." 

"The teacher used a set of transparencies for learning Latin 
through the audio-visual approach. I have added such a set to 
supplement the text used by the Department. Also, I have arranged to 
teach three students on a completely independent study basis in Latin. 

A Resource Center has also been established for the Department — 
students have access to books, periodicals, tapes, filmstrips." 

"My room has been set up into particular centers of interest 
in which a child can independently work at what ever he may wish (on 
his own free time) . At certain determined times we have a show and 
tell before the whole group." 

"My visit to the center did change my attitude toward my own 
educational philosophy. I’m more aware that development in language 
fields is a continuous process which should develop gradually in a 
well planned program and not a rushed program with extraneous infor- 
mation. I ordered a series of new thesaurus, an idea I used from the 
Center. I have encouraged the children to make their own transparencies 
after seeing hovT successful the children at the center were. These 
are used both for book reports and the development of map skills." 
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"I observed an experience story — language development, which 
I have used quite frequently — writing a class story as the children 
dictated. Usually most of the children can read it." 

"In dealing with drugs one gifted group used my suggestion of 
a radio play to convey to others in the school what they had learned." 

"Last spring I attempted to individualize my math program and 
felt the activity xrarth V7hile. I also partially individualized 
my reading program with the (low) retarded group of 16 fourth graders. 
Another teacher and I teamed on a Conservation unit; this involved 
about 60 students for 3 weeks, one hour a day. Very successful!" 

"We have incorporated brain storming sessions using the 4 basic 
principles. Classes operated in small groups and then shared ideas 
with whole class. Besides encouraging freedom for expression, we 
found great value in prepJanning to respect the right of others to 
express their ideas." 

"Teacher 6 session workshop beginning Oct. 8 — 1 1/2 hrs. per 
session. Creativity Committee planned and developed workshop this 
summer. " 

"By grouping the children during certain parts of the day and 
giving them individualized instruction. I have also become quite 
flexible in my teaching (more than usual) this seems to be necessary 
when using new approaches. By grouping in smaller groups, the brighter 
children are always willing to help the less brighter child. This 
brings about learning in a stimulating way." 

"I have copied the format of the inquiry session in Science 
seen at the center. About once a week I bring an event into the 
classroom and conduct a session in as close a manner to the one seen 
xt the Center as possible." 
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The previous table has shown how wide the range is from those visitors 
who decide to implemenc and those who actually do — as measured by the 
written example. Moreover, there is an even wider range among the demonstra- 
tion centers as the following table illustrates. The most important set of 
figures in this table is the third column since we consider bein& able to give 
^ specific example the best indicator of the impact of demonstration center . 



TABLE 18 DECLINE FROM INTENTION TO ACTION — FOR EACH CENTER 





% of Total Visitors Who 
Have Decided to Accept 
and Use Some Demonstra- 
tion Activities 


% of Total Visitors 
Who Said They Have 
Started to Use 
Activities 


% of Total Visitors Who 
Can Give a Specific Examp 1 
of Their Adaption of a 
Demonstration Activity 


BELDING 


51% 


36% 


24% 


BOWEN 


38% 


31% 


16% 


BRYN MAVJR 


57% 


38% 


14% 


CARVER 


75% 


50% 


38% 


CHAMPAIGN 


61% 


49% 


30% 


DECATUR 


45% 


37% 


22% 


DEKALB 


61% 


52% 


27% 


EDWARDSVILLE 


65% 


60% 


31% 


ELK GROVE 


47% 


36% 


25% 


EVANSTON 


44% 


33% 


28% 


EVERGREEN PARK 


81% 


68% 


51% 


FREEPORT 


61% 


56% 


30% 


LOCKPORT 


64% 


52% 


36% 


MARION 


50% 


40% 


21% 


OAK LAWN 


46% 


27% 


19% 


OAK PAJiK 


60% 


52% 


36% 


PARK FOREST 


67% 


50% 


33% 


SIGNAL HILL 


58% 


52% 


35% 


SKOKIE 


(m) 




! © 


URBANA 









Range is 51% Range is 52% Range is 41% 



The highest percentage is circled; the lowest is underlined. 

Italics refer to the centers which appear to be the highest across the 
board — potential and implementation. 
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The totals used in Table 18 include teacher and administrator responses. 
The vast majority of the centers had too few administrators in our sample to 
include a separate table here, but for the centers who did have a significant 
number, there are some interesting differences. 

Only 19% of the visiting teachers to the Decatur Center implemented a 
demonstration activity while ov^r 31% of the administrators did. To a certain 
extent, the same is true for Elk Grove and Urbana. These centers seem more 
'administrator oriented' in so far as their effect is measured. Since both 
Elk Grove and Urbana offer package curriculums — IPI — this may account for 
their relatively high impact on administrators. Also, Decatur's presenta- 
tion of independent study is apparently more successfully perceived by admin- 
istrators than teachers. 

By the term efficiency, as it is used in Table 18 and throughout the 
rest of this report, is meant the varying ability of the centers to influence 
visitors to try out a demonstrated activity in their own schools. While 
Table 18 shows at what level of efficiency each center is working, it does 
not account for the variation in the visitor population size among demonstra- 
tion centers. For example, only 59 school personnel visited the Evanston Cen- 
ter while 434 observed demonstrations at the Decatur Cdnter. Therefore, it 
seems appropriate that another variable which must be considered is the number 
of visitors each center entertains along with its percentage of efficiency. 

For example. 



No. of Visitors x % of Efficiency = Projected No. Affected 



BELDING: 196 24% 47 



The figures in the above example are taken from Table 19 on the following 
page. Column 1 in Table 19 gives the total number of school personnel who 
observed demonstrations during the 1968-69 school year — 196 in the above 
example. Column 2 refers to the percentage of visitors who are expected to 
try out some activity as a result of the vsiit to that particular center 
24% in the case of Belding, 

The third column indicates the projected number of visitors who would be 
affected. This is the same procedure that is used with a high degree of 
success in predicting the winning candidate on election night after a sample 
of the votes has been counted. Again, this projected number in the third 
column is determined by multiplying the yearly total number of school personnel 
(column 1) visiting a particular center times the percentage of efficiency 
(column 2) which has been determined by the number of people who could give 
an example of implementing an innovation in a class or school. 



